Drawing on research which sought to explore the characteristics of 'Possibility 
Introduction
There are many ways of situating creativity within education, in terms of the broader discourse, as well as the close-up conceptualisation. Banaji and Burn (2006) identify nine different discourses on creativity in education, attributing the notion of 'ubiquitous' creativity (creativity as everyday, lifewide and pervasive) to Craft (2000 Craft ( , 2001 , and within this, PT (Craft, 2001; Craft, Cremin, Burnard and Chappell, 2008) .
With its focus on posing the question 'What if?' in multiple ways, Craft (2000) suggests that PT can be construed as the 'engine' of creativity. It involves the shift from asking 'What is this and what does it do?' to 'What can I do with this?' particularly in relation to identifying, honing and solving problems (Jeffrey, 2005, Jeffrey and Craft, 2004) . PT thus offers a conceptualisation of creativity as a common core across domains of activity.
It provides means by which questions are posed or puzzles surfaced (Craft, 2002) , whether as conscious questions or much more unconsciously in the flow of engagement.
Originally a conceptual project, PT is seen as being as vital to 'high c' creativity (for example, in the work of a choreographer, or the creative engagement of a physicist) as it is at the other end of the spectrum, 'little c' creativity (for example, in a five-year-old working out how to make exactly the right colour of paint, or an adult designing a meal from an unexpectedly limited number of ingredients).
The research reported in this article aims to tackle some of the complex issues in identifying and documenting micro elements of creative behaviour. In doing so we track the emergence and phases of our ongoing study of PT, referring specifically to PT as positioned and framed within some of the existing orthodoxies that form an integral part of the literature and traditional ways of thinking associated with creative learning.
Since 2004, empirical work on PT has been carried out in three Early Years settings. Stage 1 of the research There is a vast literature on questioning as a classroom activity and different types of talk including the bodies of work of Wragg (e.g. Brown and Wragg, 1993) and Mercer (e.g. 2002,) and Wegerif (e.g. 2005) . In the literature, 'question-posing' 'posing questions' and 'questioning' refer to the interaction perspectives, practices and products that define how learners and learners, and learners and teachers, interact and collaborate (Joiner et al, 2000) . The approach of the Reggio Emilia pre-schools in Northern Italy is one manifestation of such co-researching, involving co-learning, reflecting, revisiting, and reconsidering engagement (Malaguzzi, 1993) . The Reggio approach is distinctive in its consistency of approach to provocation, shared exploration and documentation (Rinaldi, 2006) and offers a broad conceptualisation of learning and the learner as an enquiry-based process. Our work focuses right in on the heart of enquiry in the early years classroom, albeit in settings beyond the Reggio context. This paper considers question-posing and responding as the core and driving feature of PT, and so to a certain extent enters distinct new territory, particularly in the context of playful engagement. Analysis also indicated that action/intention and self-determination were better described as permeating through PT rather than being core components.
Innovation was conceptualised as a possible outcome of PT and thus a condition for attributing creative learning.
Our conceptual and empirical work is influenced by several influential approaches mapped out by Sternberg (2003) , in particular the humanistic approach, drawing on Maslow's notion of creativity as self-actualization (Maslow, 1970) . Our work is also influenced by approaches focusing on social-personality factors, and seeks in part to explore characteristics summarised by Brolin (1992) who, in a synthesis of studies of 'the creative personality', found surprising agreement between studies, which highlighted the following characteristics of the creative person:
• Strong motivation This PT work has sought to explore the creativity of ordinary children, rather than the 'extraordinary creative', and in the development of our partially pragmatic model of pedagogy and learning, we have been influenced by the broad principles of 'confluence' in the study of creativity -i.e., the merging of multiple components in the manifesting of creativity. In the sense that we are seeking to externalise social-cognitive processes, in a way that can be practically understood by and challenge the early years practitioner, we are seeking to develop a pragmatic-cognitive model as a representation of how this productive force functions in educational contexts (Craft, 2008) .
Methods
We have adopted a case study approach, where the case is bound as classroom interaction in three sites, working with three teachers over time to develop understanding of each: Thomas Coram Early Childhood Centre in London (providing for children aged 0-5), Cunningham Hill Infant School in South East England (providing for children aged 4-7), and Hackleton Primary School in the English Midlands (providing for children aged 3-11). The teachers and their classrooms were originally selected as they were featured by the Qualifications and Curriculum Authority (QCA, 2005a, b) as successfully nurturing pupil creativity. Whilst policy-selected settings may not be a sufficiently robust criterion of selection in its own right in representing either the only or best practice, since two of the researchers (Craft and Woods) involved in exploring PT contributed as independent experts to the identification of sites, we argue that the sites nevertheless represent robust choices, identified through researcher-triangulation. We adhered to the BERA Revised Ethical Guidelines (BERA, 2004) in our research design and informed consent and the right to withdraw for any and no reason was ensured for all participants. Care was taken to safeguard all data and to anonymise where appropriate.
Following discussion with participants, and given the original source of the sites, as publicly recognised centres of excellence for creativity, the agreement was made to name settings and staff, but not children.
Stage 1 data sources included interviews, participant and non-participant observation, video material (both QCA's and additional material collected specifically for the project), and whole group data surgery sessions using video-stimulated review and other techniques. Naturalistic collaborative enquiry approaches encouraging careful reflection on and reconstruction of practice, sat alongside observation and systematic event recording. The case study approach remained constant, but methods were selected to enable finegrained data collection and analysis. Video data of classroom activity from the two sites was collected which represented a range of play and of individual, paired and group activity, and reflected a gender balance. An episode was defined as a video section in which a child or children were immersed in sustained focused playful activity, where that activity was discrete and where children's thinking was evident. On the basis of these criteria eight episodes were selected from the Cunningham Hill episodes, and ten from the Hackleton episodes. Two additional criteria (thinking made visible through verbalisation or action; episodes should come from beginning, middle and end of activity) were then used to select down to approximately 7 minutes of episodes for each site.
Data Collection and Analysis Methods

During
From there, event record or event sampling analysis was drawn from the detailed transcriptions of eight episodes of action and talk by a particular child in contemplative time or immersed activity and from children's interactions as they engaged with a particular object, event or setting. A useful frame for understanding children's learning is to document at the micro level each of the actions -non-verbal and verbal -used by children to 'possibility think' in educational settings. We hoped that the documentation of brief episodes of children engaged/immersed in short sequences of talk and action would illustrate something of the kind of variation with which PT might be concerned. It was decided that event or activity recordings would be helpful to describe a specific recurring activity. The activity record, as detailed by Werner (1992) and Werner & Schoepfle (1987) was used to document specific actions and make activities very explicit. Sampling criteria for an event were defined as: fluid action; no apparent hesitation; intentional activity.
Both the visual and verbal data of each episode were transcribed, so that cooccurring verbal and non-verbal behaviour could be considered together. Notations for the transcription of gaze and other conventions were adapted from Heath and Luff (1993) and are summarised in Appendix 1.The unit of analysis was a single discernable action, with each change of action signalling a new unit e.g. putting one brick on top of another; rubbing eyes; running away (Hall, 1992) .
The observations were further elaborated in interpretive commentaries for each transcript. These commentaries classified analytic observations from the transcript under what seemed the most appropriate category from the features of PT. We used the elements themselves as analytic categories when relevant to the data and proposed new subcategories when helpful in further describing the data. In this way it was possible to generate empirically grounded categories of thinking which both characterise and elaborate the features. General analytic findings from each episode were then examined against the framework, working both inductively and deductively using the existing PT framework (Craft, 2000) .
In this paper, we concentrate on analysis of episodes from two sites, thus differentiating the schools from the Early Childhood Centre.
Participant Schools
Cunningham Hill Infants School is situated in a South Eastern English County.
Serving a mixed community including families living in social housing and those in privately-owned homes, this popular, over-subscribed school has won many excellence awards under the leadership of an inspirational headteacher and long-standing staff team. The evidence within the Table draws on the four episodes selected from each of the two sites. In Cunningham Hill the episodes related to the children and teacher preparing a birthday party for two large, stuffed animals, and by the end of the morning celebrating their birthdays. In Hackleton the episodes related to the children's response to a request from their teacher to build model carts to transport injured soldiers from a battle site to a field hospital. 9 Followthrough Question Possibility narrow 7 Hannah is holding an axle (detached from previously connected bar) in her L hand. With her R hand she is putting a piece of thin cardboard up against the axle <axle:Gemma> 23 Neil: "Two wheels at the back-two small wheels at the back and two wheel-two big wheels at the front so that'll work won't it?" 4 Hannah adjusts the connecting bar between the axles, then places a piece of cardboard on top of the framework. She then turns the piece of cardboard round; one corner finishes resting on a wheel >framework (Hackleton) 7 >>>>Chair 1. Removes chair which has caught on Rodney's leg 9 Stops as his legs get caught on another chair . In both classrooms, after an extended discussion with the children, these questions were verbally articulated by the teachers in order to frame and lead the PT that was to ensue.
(ii) Service questions are those posed in the service of the leading question.
Their purpose is to move on the PT in relation to responding to the leading question. (ii) Possibility moderate is in between the possibility broad and possibility narrow questions. In Cunningham Hill, the leading question "What are we going to do to have a birthday party for Rodney and Rory ?" is possibility moderate in its capacity for responses (around the 180 degree range in terms of the lens metaphor). This question has greater possibility within it than the specific cart making activity framed by the teacher in Hackleton.
(iii) Possibility narrow is the tightest and most focused kind of questioning. It is like looking at the situation through the lens of a camera-type eye (a descriptor used by Richard Dawkins to describe the human eye because of its ability to pinpoint focus clearly on an image), focusing on perhaps 20 degrees of the possibilities available. In the example in Row 6 (S Question p-n v)
, regarding Amy trying to get Rory through the playhouse door, the possibilities are very limited and in fact, after trying to squeeze him through the door, it turns out not to be a possibility at all as he will not fit, and the girls pass him around the side wall of the playhouse.
Dimension 3: Question Modality
This relates to the modality within which questions are expressed whether verbal or non-verbal. It is currently the most tentatively expressed of the question-posing dimensions. However, it was felt important to include it within the paper in its current form, highlighting it as an area for further investigation within the PT framework. Table   1 
Cunningham Hill Episode
Leading question: "What are we going to do to have a birthday party for Rodney and Rory?" Table 2 ) as to why the glue-stick is not gluing the corners of the A4 piece of paper together to make the hat (FT Question p-n n-v ). And a follow-through question as to whether the hat fits Rory (Row 39, Table 2 ) (FT Question pn v ).
Question-responding -In dealing with the question of how to make the A4 piece of paper into a hat Jessie and Rhianna engage in the question-responding activities of predicting n-v (Row 13, Row 33, Table 2 ), that holding the edges of the paper together may work, and that sticky tape will aid the sticking of the two corners. They also engage in evaluating v, n-v + v (Row 24, Table 2 ) when the edges of the paper spring apart when they are not held by the glue; repeating n-v (Row 25 + Row 32, Table 2 ) when Jessie, then Rhianna try to reinforce the edges sticking by putting them back together; and rejecting nv + v (Row 33, Table 2 ) the idea that the glue stick will hold the edges on its own.
Additionally, they engage in compensating (altering a sequence of action to repair an Table 2 ) where Jessie uses sticky tape to reinforce the glue when the glue on its own hasn't worked. The notion of completing n-v + v is reinforced (Row 36, Table 2 ) as the sticky tape is used to secure the join, which ultimately leads to the corners holding together and the hat being completed.
Hackleton School Episode
Leading question: "How can you make a cart to transport the soldiers to the hospital?" Table 3 as Hannah moves the cart framework, such as it is towards her across the table, she appears to be posing a question to herself: S Question ? n-v . It is unclear as to exactly what the question is, hence the '?' in the subscript of our code, but this seems to be the point at which Hannah starts to somehow pose the next question for developing the cartsomething to do with how to make the platform/bottom of the vehicle. In Row 4, Table 3 there is a follow-through question within Hannah's behaviour -FT Question p-n n-v . Hannah adjusts the connecting bar between the axles, then places a piece of cardboard on top of the framework. She then turns the piece of cardboard round -one corner finishes resting on a wheel. This question focuses on how to make a piece of cardboard into the platform/bottom for the cart. In Row 6, Table 3 Hannah seems to be posing a ? Question ? n-v which is again non-verbal. She leans back, looking at the cardboard and puts her arm behind her head. She then touches the cardboard whilst looking at the corner resting on the wheel. As the footage cuts here, it is difficult to categorise the question as Service or Follow-through, or p-n, p-m or p-b.
Question-responding -in this episode, question-responding activities are evidenced as follows: Row 1, Table 3 predicting n-v (action suggests child holds a prior expectation) -in a non-verbal way that the connection bar should go between the two axles; Row 2, Table 3 completing n-v (seeing through actions to a conclusion) -moving the connecting bar to between the two axles; Row 4, Table 3 testing (exploring the interaction of physical phenomena with objects in the environment), predicting, evaluating n-v (judging the merits, success, fitness for purpose of a completed action), Row 5, Table 3 rejecting (discarding an idea), and repeating (action performed more than once) n-v -trying the piece of cardboard for the base of the cart having predicted that it will fit, judging that it doesn't fit in relation to the axles and connecting bar, and repeating the action with a different orientation of the cardboard. Figure 3 provides a representation of these dimensions as they stand in relation to each other, which in action is both dynamic and fluid (see Figure 3) . creativity. This has the potential to contribute to practitioners being better able to recognise and nurture question-posing which may not initially be apparent because it is not verbalised.
Conclusions and future directions
This study has highlighted the importance of acknowledging the role that 'Questioning' and 'responding' are encompassed within the PT framework as is the notion of 'thinking independently', and together the framework developed here might provide 'hooks' on which practitioners can hang their thinking about creative learning.
In terms of future research, what is becoming clear from ongoing analysis is that there are also important relationships to be understood between the different dimensions of questioning. For example, how do service and follow-through questions realise -or not -the purpose inherent within leading questions? How is the degree of possibility applied in the different question frames and how is this followed through as they undertake decision-making activities? How might non-verbal questioning be better understood and nurtured by teachers alongside risk-taking, being imaginative, self-determination, and action/intention? Of particular interest is how the elements of question-posing may be evidenced among older children iii . In Stage 3 of the PT research (as of mid 2008 well under way and focusing on children aged 9-11), the team seek to respond to some of these leading and possibility broad questions.
